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REMARKS 

AppHcanf s counsel thanks the Examiner for the careful consideration given 
the application. 

The following remarks are in reference to the telephone conference held on 
December 15. 2005 between Examiner Lan Dai Thi Truong and John Hanis. During 
the telephone conference. Examiner Tmong requested the Applicant to submit a 37 
C.F.R. 1 .1 16 Amendment with remarks or an RCE with amendments to the claim. 
The Applicant respectfully submits a 37 CP.Ft 1.116 Amendment with the remarks 
to request the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejections. 

Claim rejections under U.S.C. 103(a^ 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 8, 10. 13. 15-18, 20. 24-25, 28-36, 39- 
40, 44 and 46 as being unpatentable over Martin et al. (US 5,979,754), hereinafter 
referred to as Martin, in view of Vamia (U.S. 5.850,753). 

The present application contains independent claims 1 and 20. Claim 1 is 
directed to a system for door access control and key management, which includes 
(1) a door administering system for administering access to each door, the door 
administering system having a module for manaainQ access pri vilege of one or more 
individuals for each door and assigning access authorization to each Individual for 
the door . (2) a key administering system for administ ering one or more keys 
ggparatelv from the administration of the access to the d oor each kev being 
uniquely assigned to a Rev owner , and (3) a door control/lock assembly mounted on 
each door, where the door control/lock assembly, the door administering system and 
the key administering system communicate with each other, and the door 
control/lock assembly Identifies a user key and operates a door. Claim 20 is a 
method dalm con^ponding to system claim 1. 

According to the present invention, the administrative functio ns of kev 
administration and door administration are separated from each other . The door 
control/lock asseml>ly operates a door in cooperation with the door administering 
system and the key administering system. 

To illustrate how the system of claim 1 operates under the separation 
between the door administratk>n and key administration. Applicant attaches an 
example for tine Examiner's review [Example 1]. 
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Sepai^ting the administrative funcUons cf key administration and door 
administration from each other ensures that each funcfion can be administered by 
different individuals who do not necessarily have access to the other administrative 
function. This allows key infomiation in the key administering system to be changed 
without access to infomiation In the door administrating system. Similarly, this 
altows a new key to be registered with the key administering system without access 
to the Information in the door administrating system. Accordingly, the registered key 
can be quickly and easily updated (replaced or cancelled), and a new key can be 
quickly and easily stored in the key administering system. 

Further, a single key, assigned at the key administering system, may be 
used to unlock many doors as authorized by the door administering system. 
Changing of the key at the key administering system affects the relationship 
between that key and the doors to vwhich access has been granted. Similarly, a 
single door may have authorized access by many separate keys, each registered in 
its own key administration system. 

The system of Martin contains no provision for a user to change his identity 
card once he has been given pemilssion to open a particular door. 

The Examiner acknowledged that Martin does not teach a key administering 
system as recited in claim 1. The Examiner relied on Vanna and stated: -Varma 
discloses "a card reader which is equivalent to *a kev administering system" can be 
updated by Itself with "a new access code" which is equivalent to "a key." (col. 1 . 
lines 31-59 of Varnia) [Emphasis added] 

Col. 1, lines 26-27 of Vamna states: 

''A gue^ wilt nomnally receive a card bearing an access code unique to his 
room" . [Emphasis added] 

Varma assigns access authorization to a guest (i.e. Individual) for a 
door/room by assigning an access code (I.e. key) to the guest (i.e. key owner). The 
access code (i.e. key) of Vamna is tightly linked to the administration of the 
associated door/room. 

Cd. 1, lines 19-23 of Vamia states: 

"A magnetic card reader is mounted dlret^lv to the door o f a hotel room, and 
the key-operated spring biased latch that normally locks the door Is replaced with a 
latch that releases the door releases in response to ope ration of the card reader," 
[Emphasis added] 

Each card reader of Vamia Is allocated to a door to open that door. Thus, 
the card reader of Vamia Is directly linked to the operation of the associated door. 
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The card reader of Varma manages anca^^s to the associatf^d door/room with access 
code information . 

Col. 1 , lines 33-35 of Vanna states: 

"After a guests departure, hotel cteartr^g staff triggers the card reader to 
change the guest access code, and the card reader then updates the access 
code..." 

The card reader of Varma updates information on an access code(s) whfch 
Is authorized to open the associated door. In other words, the card reader of Vam^a 
■ i pHates access aiithnri^ation in fnrmation of that door by updating the access code 
information. Updating the access authorization information of one door does not 
automatically update the access authoriaation of other doors to which the same 
guest may have had access. 

Varma also discloses a iteyboard 32 that Is positioned proximate to the door 
10 (Figure 1). The codes can be entered and altered in a conventional manner with 
the Iceyboaix! 32 by entering appropriate codes instnjcting editing functions (col. 6. 
lines 52-55 of Vamiia). 

However. Varma merely establishes a one to one relationship between the 
cattl reader or l^eyboards (potentially with several allowed codes) and doors. By 
contrast, the system of claim 1 is capable of establishing a one to many relationship 
between Iteys and doors and, conversely, a many to one relationsWp between doors 
and keys. 

In Vamia, the guest code pertains only to the door at which the card 
reader/keyboard is located. Hie card reader and keyboard of Varma cannot 
change the guest code for other doors to vwhich the guest has been given access in 
the same establishment or in other establishments. The card reader and keyboard 
(rf Vanna cannot serve as the key administering system of claim 1 . 

The Examiner stated: The computer at front desk is physinally separ^^^j 
with card reader and updated the new access code, see (Varma: column 1, lines 31- 
39)." [Emphasis added] 

Varma merely states that the computer is ohvsicalhf separated with the card 
reader. As described above, the access code of the guest is tightly linked to the 
operation of the associated door/room, and thus, is managed with the access to that 
door/room. The computer manages a new access code assigned to a guest with a 
door/room assigned to that guest. There is no suggestion in Varnia that ajjey 
administration and a door administration are seDarat»3 from each other. 
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Even ff combining Marin and Varma. the combination could not reach the 
subject matter defined by claim 1. Thus, ft is respectfully submitted that claim 1 1s 
patentable In view of Martin and Vamia. 

Claim 20 is a method dalm connesponding to system claim 1 . None of the 
cited mferences taken alone or In combination theretrf suggests or teaches the 
subject matter defined by claim 20. Thus, it is respectfully submitted that claim 20 is 
patentable in view of Martin and Varma. 

Claim 25 recites a plurality of door access control and key management 
systems, each of which is the system for door access control and key management 
accoKiina to claim 1, and a Meta server. The server is communicatively and 
operatlvely connected to each of the door a coess oontroi and kev management 
systems f of claim 1^ via the communications network, wherein the Meta server 
contains the address of each separate dooradminlsterinQ system (of claim 1) and 
kev admlnlsterina svstem (of claim 1). 

To illustrate how ttie system of claim 25 operates, Applicant attaches an 
example for the Examiner's review [Example 21. 

The architecture of dalm 25 allows a key registered in any of the door 
access control and key management systems to untock doors in any of the other 
systems. Thus, a single key assigned at one of the key administering systems, may 
be used to unlodc any doors as authorized by any of the door administering 
systems. Changing of ttie key at the key administering system affects the 
relationship l3etween that key and ail of the doors to which access has iDeen 
granted. Similarly, a single door may have authorized access by many separate 
keys, each registered in its own key administration system. 

With respect to the rejection of claim 25. the Examiner stated ttet Marin 
disdoses the invention sut>stantially as claimed, including a system architecture 
which can b& implemented in a computer hardware or software code for 
administering access to one or more doors. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner. As acknowledged by the 
Examiner, Martin does not teach the separation of a key administration and a door 
administration as featured by claim 1. Thus, it clear that Martin neither discloses 
nor suggests a Mata server which is communicatively and operatlvely connected to 
each of the door access control and kev manaoement system s (of claim 1) via the 
communications network, wherein the Meta server contains the address of each 
separate door admrnisterino svstem (of claim 1 ) and kev administering svs tem (of 
claim 1), as recited In claim 25. 
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AS described above, the system of Martin contains no provision for a user to 
change his identity card once he has been given pemnlssion to open a particular 
door. Furthermore, the use of the identity card to open doors Is on!y valid vi/lthin one 
establishment or perhaps several establishments controlled by one owner. 

The card reader and keyboard of Vamia cannot serve as the key 
administering system of claim 1 as described above. Varma does not add any 
teaching to Martin to render claim 25 unpatentable. Thus it is respectfully submitted 
that dalm 25 is patentable in view of Marin and Vanna. 

Claims 4^19, 2&45 and 47 directly or indirectly depend on claim 1 . Claims 
21-24 and 46 directly or indirectly depend on daim 20. Hence, It b respectfully 
submitted that dependent claims 4-19. 21^24 and 26-47 are patentable in view of 
Marin and Varma. 

The Examiner rejected claim 9 as being unpatentable over Martin in view of 
Varnia and Rick (US 6.130,605). The Examiner rejected daims 14 and 45 as being 
unpatentable over Martin in view of Vamia and Dunhame et al. (US 5.541 .585). The 
Examiner rejected claims 11-12 and 21-22 as being unpatentable over Martin in 
view of Vanna and Yulkowski (US 6,049,287). The Examiner rejected claims 6-7, 
19, 23, 26 and 27 as being unpatentable over Martin in view of Varma and 
Kal^an(US 6,006.258). However, none c# Flick. Dunhame ^ ah, Yulkowski, and 
Kalajan adds any teaching to Martin and Varma to render claims l . 20 and 25 
unpatentable. 

Hence, it is respectfully submitted that claims 1 and 4-47 are patentable in 
view of the cited references. Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner withdraw 
the rejections. 

In view of the above amendments and remarks and having dealt with all the 
objections raised by the Examiner, reconsideration and allowance of the application 
is courteously requested. 
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If there are any further fees required by this communication, please charge 
such fees to our Deposit Account No. 16-0820. Order No. 34118. 

. Respectfully Submitted, 
PEARNE & GORDON LLP 

Johrf P. Murtaugh. Reg. N«4i: 34226 

1801 East 9" Street 
Suite 1200 

Cleveland, Ohio 44114-3108 
(216) 579-1700 

Date: 
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Appl. NO.: 10/004.340 

Example 1 

(1) ltis assumed that: 

A door administering system has administered doors as follows: 

User X is allowed to open Door A and Door B 

User Y is allowed to open Door A and Door C 

User Z Is allowed to open Door B 
A key administering system has administered Iteys as follows: 

Key M is assigned to User X 

Key N is assigned to User Y 

Key O is assigned to User Z 

(2) Doors A, B and C are operated properly on the above administrations as follows: 

Door A will open when presented with Key M or Key N 
Door B will open when presented with Key M or Key O 
Door C vMll open when presented with Key N 

(3) It is assumed that User X changes his key from Key M to Key P through the key 
administering system. 

The key administering system affects the keys that will open Doore A B and C 
simultaneously without affecting the administration of the door administering system. 

The system operates property as follows: 

Door A will open when presented with Key P or Key N 
Door B will open when presented with Key P or Key O 
Door C will open when presented with Key N 
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Appl. No.: 10/004.340 

Example 2 

(1) It is assumed that 

Door Owner A has a door administering system for Door A and Door D 

Door Owner B has a door administering system for Door B 

Door Owner C has a door administering system for Door C and Door E 

Where: 

Door A and Door D are in one establishment 
Door B is in a separate establishment 
Door C Is in anc^er separate establishment 
Door E is in yet another separate establishment 
And the establishments are owned and controlled by separate parties. 

(2) It is assumed that: 

User X has access to a key administering system in which he has declared 
Key M as his key 

User Y has access to a key administering system In which he has declared 
Key N as his key 

User Z has access to a key administering system in which he has declared 
Key O as his key 

(3) Now it is assumed that, with each door owner using his respective door 
administering system: 

Door Owner A allows: 

User X to open Door A 

User Y to open Door A and Door D 
Door Owner B allows: 

User X to open Door B 

User Z to open Door B 
Door Owner C allows: 

User X to open Door C 

User X to open Door E 

User Y to open Door E 
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User Z to open Door E 

(4) Doors A, B, C. D, and E are operated properly on these pemilssions and 
declarations as follows: 

Door A wHI open \when presented with Key M or Key N 

Door B will open when presented with Key M or Key O 

Door C will open when presented with Key M 

Door P will open when presented with Key N 

Door E will open when presented with Key M or Key N or Key O 

(5) It is assumed that User X uses his key administering system to change his key 
from Key M to Key P. 

Then, the key administering system used by User X affects the keys that will open 
Doors A, B, C, D and E simultaneously without the partlcipatfon of Door Owners A 
or B or C. The system operates properly as follows: 

Door A will open when presented with Key P or Key N 

Door B will open when presented with Key P or Key O 

Door C win open when presented with Key P 

Door D will open when presented with Key N 

Door E will open when presented with Key £ or Key N or Key O 
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